City of Richmond Report to Council

To: Richmond City Council Date: . July 8", 2003

From: Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie File: 0100-20-PRCS1-01
Chair, General Purposes Committee

Re: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Community Working Group — Terms
of Reference Extension

The General Purposes Committee, at its meeting held on July 7% 2003, considered the attached
report, and recommends as follows:

Committee Recommendation

That:
(1) the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Community Working Group Terms of
Reference be extended to May 2004.

(2)  the one time cost of $75,000 be funded from the 2003 Council Contingency Account to
the extent which is available, and then from the Council Provision Account, if
necessary.

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair
General Purposes Commiittee

Attach.

VARIANCE

Please note that staff recommended the following:
That:

(1) the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Community Working Group Terms of
Reference be extended to May 2004.

(2)  the 2004 Budget be increased by the one time cost of $75,000.
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Staff Report
Origin

At the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Community Working Group meeting of June 19,
2003, the Committee requested an extension to the task assigned to the working group.

Analysis

In April 2003, Richmond City Council created a Community Working Group to make
recommendations on the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Master Plan and the renewal of
the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services delivery system adhering to guiding principles with
specific recommendations on:

A framework for a new recreation service delivery system,

Understanding the current system,

Improvements including a community 1nvolvement model and the roles of the volunteer,
An implementation strategy for the new model,

The financial impact.

Staff presented a proposed schedule at the first meeting that outlined a six-month process. The
working groups role is to consider the extensive work that has been compiled by staff, the
consulting team and feedback from the public.

The Committee agreed with the steps in the process but felt uncomfortable with the short time
frame (Attachment 1).

The Community Working Group expressed concern that the task was too large to be adequately
addressed in a six-month period. Staff originally felt that it was possible to complete the work
within the time frame given the research, public input and information that had been gathered.
However, the CWG need time to understand the impact and scope of the project.

A member of the Committee presented a revised schedule. The revised proposal extended the
time frame for each phase of the project and expanded the meeting schedule. The Committee
agreed that the second proposed schedule better met their needs to thoroughly understand and
manage the task assigned to them.

The Committee requested that Council consider extending the timeline for the project a further 7
months to May 2004 (Attachment 2).

Financial Impact

There are direct and indirect financial impacts to the City by extending the process. In April
2003, City Council created the Community Working Group and approved an additional $50,000
to the Master Plan process currently underway. This funding was for increased staff
coordination, consulting/facilitation fees, refreshments and miscellaneous meeting expenses.
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Impact Summary

Community Working Group Concludes Oct 2003 Concludes May 2004

Funding $50,000 (approved) $125,000 ($50,000 approved,
: $75,000 in 2004 Budget)

Master Plan Report To Council Dec 2003 To Council June 2004

Budget Changes to 2004 Budget Changes to 2005 Budget

Implementation Commences early 2004 Commences late 2004/2005

Dedicated Staffing 6 months 13 months

Volunteer 30 hours each | 60 + hours each

Funding

This request is to extend the time a further 7 months. The increased costs would be $75,000
including increased staff coordination, consulting/facilitation fees, refreshments and
miscellaneous meeting expenses. These additional one-time expenses could be budgeted in the
2004 Budget as an additional level for 2004 only.

Budget

An extension to 2004 does impact the City’s ability to make changes within the annual budget
cycle. When the transition/change occurs the 2004 Budget may have increased or decreased
expenditures and revenues that have not been accounted for in the annual budget process and
five-year budget process.

In order to accommodate this change outside of the annual budget cycle, statutory requirements
will need to be followed. Implementation of any change will likely be later in 2004 or in 2005.

Consulting Team

The consulting team, Cannon Johnston, have a contract with the City for the development of the
Master Plan, which now includes the Community Working Group. This contract will have to be
extended and their fees will increase accordingly. To date, the Consulting Group have indicated
they have the capacity to extend the dates.

Master Plan

The Master Plan was originally expected to be completed in Fall 2003. Delaying the process
will impact the implementation of the recommendations for the entire service delivery managed
by Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services. The Master Plan is creating a decision framework,
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policy framework and prioritization framework for a 10-year future. This delay will impact
capital and operating recommendations and budgets for future years by 6 months.

Staffing/Workplan Priorities

The 2003 PRCS staff work plans had an emphasis on completing the Master Plan and the service
delivery process. Delaying this will impact the work plans for 2004 and may limit staff the
ability to respond to other priorities. Staff at the community centres are all looking forward to
change, a delay in the change will continue to impact their operations.

Community Working Group

Staff has consulted with the Community Working Group members and asked whether there was
commitment to fulfilling the Terms of Reference if an extension was granted. Each member
responding, agreed that more time was needed and that once fully oriented to the challenge, that
they would be able to have a better result. Some members of the CWG have expressed their
concern that if the term was extended that they may no longer be affiliated with their sponsoring
agency.

Customer Service

At the outset of this process, the City committed that there would be little impact to those
participating in programs. Staff would continue to support that commitment to ensure that
customers are not impacted negatively throughout this process. However, taking more time to
complete the process will result in a later implementation date to the service delivery.

Conclusion

The newly established Community Working Group has been charged with a large task. They are
to make recommendations on the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Master Plan and the
renewal of the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services delivery system. The working group has
expressed their concerns that the time frame to understand the scope of work and make
recommendations is too large for the time frame set.

Staff and the City’s budget will be impacted negatively by the extension. Emerging priorities may
not be advanced due to staff being involved in supporting the Community Working Group. The
implementation of the Master Plan recommendations will also be delayed by 6 months - 1 year.

The CWG is more comfortable with the extended timeframe and feels that they can do a better job.
Staff are supportive of extending the timeframe only if it is financially supported and it will enhance
the outcome of the process.

by alle

Cathy Volkering Carlile
General Manager - Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services
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